Lincoln-Douglas Debate Key Terms

Definitions soon to come: plan, critique, disadvantage, tag-line, card..., 

Affirmative: The team which supports the resolution. 

Case: The initial structured presentation of arguments by either the affirmative (1AC) or negative (1NC). Most cases include: definitions, value/criteria, and contentions. 

Contention: Contention is a term of structure used to label core arguments presented in a case. After the case has covered definitions and value/criteria arguments, debaters generally call their supporting arguments contentions. In the tradition of an essay, contention tag lines (the label) can be thought of as topic sentences for supporting paragraphs. 

Constructive: The first speech given by the Affirmative (1AC) and the Negative (1NC) is a called constructive because this is the speech where arguments are initially constructed. 

Criteria: There a several interpretations of criteria in LD. There is no definitive answer. 

One interpretation is that criteria are a set of standards used to evaluate conflict between the affirmative and negative value premise. Thus, the criteria is contextually found in the resolution through words such as "ought" and "justified" which inform debaters of the type of standards and justifications needed to uphold competing values. For example, in the resolution "violence is a justified response to political oppression," the criteria for the debate are the standards chosen to determine the conditions of when or if violence can be "justified" in response to political oppression. In other words, what determines when or if violence can be justified? The criteria are often referred to as a lens or a weighing mechanism because all arguments in the debate need to be shuttled through the standard. 

A second interpretation is that the criteria are the standards used to define the value. In other words, if the value is justice, the criteria are the standards for determining a just conditions. In this interpretation, the values are rarely taken from the resolution, and often taken from the words "ought" or "justified," what in the above definition of are considered the words that define the criteria, not the value. 

In any case, by definition, a criteria is a standard, the real question, and one that should be debated in every round, is what it is a standard for and of. It is also critical to know how the value and criteria are intended to relate. 

Criteria: plural. Criterion: singular. 

Critique/Kritik: An argument which establishes that the fundamental assumptions embodied by the other team are false or reprehensible 

Cross Examination/Cross Ex: One debater asks questions, another answers, about the debate which is taking place. 

Disadvantage: Argument that the plan proposed by the other team will cause bad things to happen which would not have happened otherwise 

Evidence: Evidence is the type of warrant used by debaters to support their claims. In LD, evidence is often of a philosophical nature, usually presented in the form of quotations and analysis of past thinkers. Evidence also comes in the form of examples. Ideally, debaters use evidence culled from significant topic research, which may, and often should, include academic journals, magazines, newspapers, books, and other recent topic specific material. Put simply, presenting evidence is a form of presenting legitimacy, if not proof, for an argument. 

Flow: The technical name for the style of note taking in a debate round; usually structured with different arguments presented on a different horizontal axis. 

Ground: Usually used to refer to the positions teams must defend as affirmative or negative, as in"argumentative ground."Each team needs to have some"ground"to defend in order for the debate to be a fair contest. Thus, interpretations of the topic which leave the negative no"ground"to defend should be rejected because they are unfair. 

Justification: There are two definitions. First, a justification is a reason, a warrant given for a claim. In the sentence peanut butter is good because it is smooshy, the justification for peanut butter being good is that it is smooshy. Second, the term justification is often used instead of, or in tandem with, the term contention. In the former, a debater will simply replace the word contention with the word justification. In the later, debaters often label their definitions, value/criteria analysis, and occasionally some resolutional analysis, as a justification (or justifications) before venturing onto their contentions. In this case, justification is used as a way of organizing arguments, distinguishing them from other types of arguments, i.e., these are not my contentions. For all intents and purposes, saying the word justification (or contention, for that matter) is the debaters way of using jargon to say "my argument is". 

Kritik: See Critique 

Line-by-line: This refers to refuting your opponents arguments one-by-one on the flow. 

Rebuttal: As opposed to constructive speeches, rebuttals are a time to get deeper into already introduced argumentation instead of offering new arguments. Rebuttal speeches are the 1AR, 1NR, and 2AR. 

Refutation: The act of making an argument against an argument presented by your opponent. Example: 

(Debater 1) peanut butter is good because it is smooshy. 

(Debater 2) My opponent says peanut butter is good because it is smooshy, however, I believe peanut butter is bad because the smooshiness gets stuck on my hands and makes a mess. 

Resolution: The topic of that particular debate. 

Resolutional Analysis: This is usually a reference to the portion of the affirmative or negative case where the resolution itself is being discussed as opposed to the arguments in favor or opposed to the resolution, which are usually presented in the contentions. In a Resolutional Analysis, the meaning of the resolution is at issue. The question being answered is what is the resolution asking? Typically, a resolutional analysis will include a discussion of the key terms in the resolution (definitions in context), a discussion of the value and criteria, and a discussion of the burdens the affirmative and negative must uphold. In short, this is a place where the previously mentioned issues can be discussed, dialogued with, instead of simply being listed, as is the traditional way of offering definitions and value/criteria arguments. 

Turn: Turn is a word used to describe when an opposing debater's argument better fits with your own argument. In LD, if one debater argues that dignity is good and thus their position maximizes dignity, an opposing debater may win the argument that dignity is bad and thus turn the impacts of dignity being bad. Turns are very common in policy debate and rarely used in LD. 

Value: The value is usually given in the wording of the resolution. Its purpose is to establish context (what the resolution is about, the topic of debate), and to establish ground (what part of the resolution each side must defend). The value should not be confused with something that most might think of as a value, i.e., something that is necessarily intrinsically good (such as freedom or liberty). Rather, a value should be thought of as a position or a stance of belief within the presence of other positions or stances— it is relational. In this sense, a resolution may have a value of "increased environmental regulation" or "civil disobedience." In short, the value (sometimes referred to as a value premise) is the position that the resolution is asking you to defend. Thus, in the resolution "violence is a justified response to political oppression," the affirmative value is violence and the negative value is political oppression. The debate should then focus on the contexts in which the choice between the two value positions must be made. 

Many coaches and debaters think that the value is rarely presented in the resolution. This position holds that a value must be something of intrinsic worth, i.e., something that might be commonly believed to be a value. The result is that debaters very frequently argue values, such as liberty, freedom, or justice, which may sound wonderful but do not necessarily apply to the resolution. In these instances, the debate rarely, if ever, deals with issues of concern to the resolution. 

Value objection: An argument used primarily in nonpolicy debate which argues that there exists a competing value to the affirmative value. The argument has to be proven to be more important than the affirmative value. 

